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POSITION DESCRIPTIONS AND SALARY LEVELS OF 
MAIL HANDLERS 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 27, 1959 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ON Post Orricr AND Crvin SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:45 a.m., in room 215, 
House Office Building, Hon. John Lesinski (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. The committee will come to order. 

This subcommittee, consisting of Representatives Granahan, Cor- 
bett, and myself, as chairman, was appointed to consider H.R. 3024 
and 7538, to amend the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 
1955 with respect to the position descriptions and salary levels of mail 
handlers, and for other purposes. 

I introduced H.R. 3024 because I recognized the need to modify 
certain provisions of Public Law 68, passed by the 84th Congress, as 
they pertain to the position descriptions and salary levels of mail 
handlers. 

I do not believe that adequate consideration was given to the re- 
sponsibilities assigned to mail handlers at the time Public Law 68 
became law. I feel there is a need to give adequate recognition that 
mail handlers are required to perform important additional duties, 
over and above the handling of mail. These duties, such as acting as 
armed guards for valuable registered shipments, operating electric 
fork-lift trucks, and so forth, are generally of such a nature as to 
justify a level 4 position. 

The bills introduced by Mrs. Granahan and myself, which are 
identical, give full recognition to the importance of these additional 
duties and provide that mail-handler positions involving responsi- 
bilities such as those I have mentioned, but which are at salary level 3, 
immediately prior to the effective date of the legislation, shall be 
allocated to salary level 4. 

I wish to make it clear that it was not, and is not, our intention to 
include salary level 4 seasonal assistants who serve the Post Office 
Department on a temporary basis at Christmastime and other holiday 
periods throughout the year. The position of mail handler, level 3, 
1s a proper position description for such employees, and for certain 
regular mail handlers who are not required to perform the additional 
duties that are assigned to mail handlers who will be classified at 
salary level 4. 
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2 SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS 


Our bills also recognize the need for a position of group leader, mail 
handler, level 5, and provide that an employee who works with a 
group of approximately 10 or more mail handlers and directs them 
in the separation, piling, loading, and unloading of incoming and 
outgoing bulk mail and outside parcels on post- -oflice latforms, and 
at other points where bulk mails are separated, shall be classified as 
salary level 5. I feel that the establishment of this position is justi- 
fied and will serve to provide better efficiency with regard to the 
handling of mail. 

Mrs. Granahan, who introduced H.R. 7538, an identical bill to my 
bill, has a statement to make at this time. 

Mrs. Granahan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. KATHRYN E. GRANAHAN, OF PENNSYL- 
VANIA, A MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE 


Mrs. GranaHan. Mr. Chairman, I was very pleased to introduce 
FLR. 7538, which is identical with the bill you introduced, because I, 
too, believe there is a need to give adequate recognition to the fact 
that mail handlers are required to perform important additional 
duties, over and above the handling of mail. 

Our bills are intended to give full recognition to the importance of 
these additional duties. I am in full agreement with the point you 
made, Mr. Lesinski, regarding the fact that seasonal assistants to 
serve the Post Office Department on a temporary basis at Christmas- 
time and other holiday periods through the year are not to be included 
as salary level 4 employees. As I see it, they generally will not be 
called upon to perform the additional duties that are assigned to mail 
handlers who will be classified at salary jevel 4. 

I feel that the position descriptions and salary levels provided for 
in these bills are justified and will certainly serve to provide a more 
efficient operation in the Post Office Department. 

Mr. Lestnskt. A copy of the bill, H.R. 3024, will be inserted into 
the record at this point. 


(The bill, H.R. 3024, follows :) 
[H.R. 3024, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 with respect to the 
position descriptions and salary levels of mail handlers, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and Ilouse of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assemble d, That section 208 of the Postal Field Service 
Compensation Act of 1955 (39 U.S.C. 963) is amended— 
(1) by amending paragraph (8) to read as follows: 


“(8) POSITICN.—MAIL HANDLER—LEVEL 3. 

“Basic Funcrion.—Loads, unloads, and moves bulk mail, and performs other 
duties incidental to the movement and processing of mail. 

“DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

“(A) Unloads mail received by trucks. Separates all mail received by trucks 
and conveyors for subsequent dispatch to other conveying units, and seperates 
and delivers working mails for delivery to distribution areas. 

“(B) Places empty sacks or pouches on racks, labels them where labels are 
prearranged or racks are plainly marked, dumps mail from sacks, cuts ties, 
faces letter mail, carries mail to distributors for processing, places processed 
mail into sacks, removes filled sacks and pouches from racks, closes and locks 
same. Picks up sacks, pouches, and outside pieces, separates outgoing bulk mails 
for dispatch and loads mail onto trucks . 
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SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS 3 


“(C) Handles and sacks empty equipment, inspects empty equipment for mail 
content, restrings sacks. 

“(D) Cancels stamps on parcel post, operates canceling machines, carries 
mail from canceling machine to distribution cases. 

“(E) Assists in supply and slip rooms and operates addressograph, mimeo- 
graph, and similar machines. 

“(F) In addition, may perform other miscellaneous duties, such as cleaning 
and sweeping in workrooms, offices, and trucks where such work is not performed 
by regular cleaners. 

“ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS.—Reports to a foreman or other designated 
supervisor.” ; 

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (14) to (18), inclusive, as paragraphs 
(15) to (19), inclusive, respectively, and paragraphs (19) to (49), inclusive, 
as paragraphs (21) to (51), inclusive, respectively ; 

(3) by inserting immediately following paragraph (138) the following 
new paragraph (14): 


“(14) POSITION.—MAIL HANDLER—LEVEL 4. 

“Basic Funcrion.—Loads, unloads, and moves bulk mail, and performs other 
duties incidental to the movement and processing of mail. 

“DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

“(A) Unloads mail received by trucks. Separates all mail received by trucks 
and conveyors for subsequent dispatch to other conveying units, and separates and 
delivers working mails for delivery to distribution areas, 

“(B) Places empty sacks or pouches on racks, labels them where labels are 
prearranged or racks are plainly marked, dumps mail from sacks, cuts ties, faces 
letter mail, carries mail to distributors for processing, places processed mail 
into sacks, removes filled sacks and pouches from racks, closes and locks sume. 
Picks up sacks, pouches, and outside pieces, separates outgoing bulk mails for 
dispatch and loads mail onto trucks. 

“(C) Handles and sacks empty equipment, inspects empty equipment for mail 
content, restrings sacks. 

“(D) Cancels stamps on parcel post, operates canceling machines, carries mail 
from canceling machine to distribution cases. 

“(K) Assists in supply and slip rooms and operates addressograph, mimeo- 
graph, and similar machines. 

“(F) In addition may perform any of the following duties: 

“(i) Acts as armed guard for valuable registry shipments and as watch- 
man and guard around post office building. 

“(ii) Makes occasional simple distribution of parcel post mail requiring no 
scheme knowledge. 

“(iii) Operates electric fork-lift trucks. 

“(iv) Rewraps soiled or broken parcels. 

“(v) Performs other miscellaneous duties, such as stamping tickets and 
weighing incoming sacks. 

“ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS.—Reports to a foreman or other designated 
supervisor.” ; and 

(4) by inserting immediately following paragraph (18), redesignated as 
paragraph (19) by subparagraph (2) of this section, the following new para- 
graph (20): 

“(20) POSITION.—GROUP LEADER, MAIL HANDLERS—LEVEL 5. 

“Basic FunctTion.—Works with a group of approximately ten or more mail 
handlers and directs them in the separation, piling, loading and unloading of 
incoming and outgoing bulk mails and outside parcels on post office platforms, 
and at other points where bulk mails are separated. 

“DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

“(A) Supervises and assists in the separation for dispatch of outgoing bulk 
mails. 

“(B) Supervises and assists in the separation and internal routing of incom- 
ing bulk mails to various sections of the post office, and Postal Transportation 
Service installations. 

“(C) Supervises and assists in the dumping and sorting of incoming and out- 
going bulk mails at primary handling units. 

“(D) Maintains records of receipts and dispatches of bulk mails as required 
by his immediate supervisor. 
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4 SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS 


“(E) Resolves problems of a routine nature arising during his tour of duty, 
and reports unusual difficulties to his supervisor. 
“(F) Instructs new employees in various aspects of their assignments and ag- 
sures that adequate on-the-job training is carried out to promote employee 
efficiency. 
“(G) Requires proper performance of employees in assigned duties and shiftg 
employees from one assignment to another to meet fluctuating workloads, 

“(H) Supervises and assists in the loading and unloading of motor vehicles 
and platform trucks and the operation of materials handling equipment. 

“(IT) Provides his immediate supervisor, as requested, with information for 
personnel actions with respect to members of his working group; maintains 
morale among employees in the group; provides leadership necessary to secure 
maximum interest and effort among employees and promotes cooperation and 
harmony. 

“ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS.—Responsible to a foreman or other desig- 
nated supervisor.” 

Sec. 2. (a) Each position, the allocation of which immediately prior to the 
effective date of this section is to salary level 3 of the Postal Field Service 
Schedule of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 with reference 
to key position (8), shall be allocated, as of such effective date, to salary level 
PFS-—4 with reference to key position (14) as added by subparagraph (3) of 
the first section of this Act. 

(b) No increase in basic salary resulting from the amendments made by the 
first section of this Act shall be held or considered to be an equivalent increase 
within the meaning of section 401(a) of the Postal Field Service Compensation 
Act of 1955 (39 U.S.C. 981(a)). 

(c) Each employee— 

(1) who is in the postal field service on the effective date of this section, 
and 
(2) who is removed to a higher salary level of the Postal Field Service 
Schedule of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 from a lower 
salary level of such schedule by any amendment made by the first section 
of this Act, 
snall be placed in that step of such higher salary level having the lowest basic 
salary which is higher than his basic salary immediately prior to such effective 
date and shall retain all his service credit for automatic advancement by step- 
increases in such higher salary level under and in accordance with section 401 
of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 (89 U.S.C. 981). 

Sec. 3. The foregoing provisions of this Act shall become effective on the 
first day of the first pay period which begins more than thirty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

Mr. Lesrnskr. Our first witness will be our colleague on the full 
committee, Mr. Cunningham of the State of Nebraska. We shall be 
very happy to hear from you at this time, Mr. Cunningham. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GLENN CUNNINGHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 


Mr. Cunnincuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I think that you have certainly covered the merits of this particular 
legislation in your statement. I only want to voice the opinion that 
I agree with what you have said. I believe that H.R. 3024 or H.R. 7538 
are very much worthy of serious consideration by the committee, and I 
know from working with you and the other members of the committee 
that you will give it serious study and consideration and that eventu- 
ally we will be able to have this particular legislation enacted into 
law. 

Certainly, in my close association with postal employees I am aware 
of the fact that it is sometimes difficult to put all employees at one 

articular level or grade because that usually or oftentimes results in 
inequities because we do know that there are instances where employees 
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do perform specialized types of work and should be singled out and 
given consideration for remuneration which would be in keeping with 
the responsibilities they have. 

I certainly believe that this creation of a group-leader position is 
very much in order, and that certainly people, such as armed guards 
or fork-lift operators are specialized people and should be given 
proper consideration. I know that we receive suggestions from the 
representatives of the employee organizations from time to time, and 
I have found their suggestions worthy in most instances. They have 
been quite reasonable, and I want at this time to pay special tribute 
to Mr. McAvoy, who represents this particular group of postal work- 
ers. I know that he has never asked for anything unreasonable. I 
think he is close enough to the situation to know that these inequities 
do exist, and I know that his recommendation would indicate to me 
that this is something that the committee will want to act upon 
favorably. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have anything more to say except to re- 
peat that I subscribe to the statement which you made. I do sup- 
port this legislation and I hope that the committee will take some 
favorable action upon it. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Mr, Cunningham, we appreciate your statement. To 
review the whole thing in a nutshell, these employees should be paid 
for the responsibilities that they hold, and all this bill does is re- 
munerate the individuals in keeping with the responsibilities they 
hold. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. That is right, and that is really the whole point 
of this bill—to see that they receive pay for the type of work they 
are doing and the responsibilities which they have. 

Mr. Lestnskxr. In other words, for comparable positions they should 
receive comparable salary levels of pay ? 

Mr, Cunnrncuam, That isright, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Thank you, Mr. Cunningham. We appreciate your 
statement very much. 

We are pleased to have with us at this time Congressman Oliver 
of the State of Maine, who isa member of the full committee, 

Mr. Oliver, we shall be pleased to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES C. OLIVER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. Ottver. Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to be here this morn- 
ing, particularly because of your presence as chairman of this sub- 
committee, handling this rather technical subject, to be sure. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Otxtver. I am not going to burden you with too many remarks 
of my own with regard to this legislation because I know your time 
is limited, and I know that you are far more competent than I to 
judge the technicalities of this legislation. However, as our col- 
league, Mr. Cunningham, has already stated, I want to associate 
myself with your preliminary remarks and also with the remarks 
which he has already made for the record. 

45790—59——2 
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6 SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS 


It seems to me that in the consideration of this legislation as I view 

it that anything we can do as members of this full committee to 
place before the other Members of the House the necessity for reaching 
down to perhaps the lowest pay level among the postal employees and 
then upgrading them so far as their responsibilities are concerned, 
as you have mentioned, and seeing to it that remuneration is com- 
mensurate with responsibilities which they have, is a duty and a 
responsibility I may say that I am very happy to participate in and 
cooperate with. 
* oe I note that the Government Employes’ Council as a group has 
ae endorsed favorably this legislation and I think that I am accurate 
when I say that the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission too 
= | has favorably reported. That is not true? 

| T had the understanding that he had. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Mr. Oliver, there has been no report from the Civil 
Service Commission. 

Mr. Oniver. Well: I am sure that justice and equity in the situa- 
tion would be the basis for a favorable report. May I put it that way? 

As a general proposition, if we can reach into the lower levels of 
wages and salaries in our country and push up from the bottom then, 
basically, from an economic standpoint the best interests of our coun- 
try are going to be served. That, and that alone, as far as I am con- 
cerned, would be a sufficient reason for this legislation if it were not 
for the reason which you have already stated, which I heartily 
endorse. 

I am not going to take any more of your time now, but I would 
like permission to insert in the record a further detailed statement 
so that it may be referred to if anyone so desires in order to under- 
stand my position in support of this legislation. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. Your request is granted, and it is so ordered. 

Your statement will appear in the record at this point. 

Mr. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF Hon. JAMES C. OLIVER, OF MAINE, A MEMBER OF THE 
COMMITTEE 


In the relatively short time I have been a member of this valued committee, 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, I have been impressed with the 
sincerity of all postal employees who move the mails with the greatest of dis- 
patch. It is my opinion that such precision in the performance of duties and in 
making “their appointed rounds” is well deserving of recognition. 

I am mindful of the fact that' in my State and in my district we have mail- 
handler service whose personnel move the postal business in bulk and whose 
operations supply the basis for performances by personnel and all other branches 
of the postal field system. 

I also know that one of the best approaches toward providing recognition for 
the entire field system is by moving the floor upward for persons in the basic 
service and to continue the spacing between pay levels automatically justifies 
the movement thereafter of those in higher levels. 

The eventual result is that the differential in performance and pay continues 
to be maintained. This is often made a point of by administrators who feel 
that it is necessary to have job descriptions and Classifications. 

I am pleased to see the selection of the special three-member subcommittee 
formed for the specific purpose of considering the two bills. I personally at- 
tended the session on their consideration and now submit my salute to these 
worthwhile employees and express the hope that the House soon may have the 
opportunity to ratify the actions of the subcommittee. 


HE 
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Mr. Lestnsk1. Is there anything further, Mr, Oliver é 

Mr. Outver. No, sir; nothing further at this time. 

Mr, Lesinskt. We appreciate your statement very much. You have 
been very helpful to this committee. 

Mr. Outver. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Our next scheduled witness was to be a former mem- 
ber of the full committee, Hon. Victor L. Anfuso. Unfortunately, he 
could not be with us this morning. He will submit a statement for 
the record. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF Hon. Vicror L. ANFUSO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FroM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to present my views on the two bills, H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538, which 
your subcommittee is now considering. 

These bills seek to revise the position descriptions and the salary levels of mail 
handlers. 

I am strongly in favor of such legislation because it would correct an injustice 
under which these people labor as regard their salary levels and the evaluation of 
their jobs. They well deserve it as a hard-working and conscientious group of 
loyal Federal workers, and there is no logical reason why people doing this kind 
of work should be getting less than those employed in private industry or working 
for municipal governments who perform similar functions. 

It is my understanding that the mail handlers and others who are considered 
under this legislation start at about $1.76 per hour and after 7 years of work on 
this job they are able to earn $2.14 per hour. Even at the higher rate their 
weekly salary, on the basis of a 40-hour week, is less than $86 a week. If you 
will compare this rate of earning with the average earnings per week for factory 
workers you will find that the latter earn $90.09 for a 40-hour week. This is the 
July 1959 figure as given to me by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. I believe it 
speaks for itself and requires no comments. 

The bills under consideration have been endorsed by the AFL-CIO and by the 
various Federal employees unions and postal organizations. I should like to 
urge your committee to give its earnest consideration of these bills and to 
approve either one of them, so that it may perhaps still be brought up in the 
House for consideration in the present session. This rectification should no 
longer be delayed. 

Mr. Lesinskr. I would like at this time to call representatives of the 
Post Office Department. We have with us Mr. Wendell W. Campbell, 
Assistant General Counsel, and Mr. B. J. Beary, Director, Compen- 
sation Division, Bureau of Personnel. 

Mr. Campbell and Mr. Beary, we shall be glad to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WENDELL W. CAMPBELL, ASSISTANT GEN- 
ERAL COUNSEL, POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT; ACCOMPANIED BY 
B. J. BEARY, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATION DIVISION, BUREAU OF 
PERSONNEL 


Mr. Campseth. Mr. Chairman, we wish to express appreciation for 
the opportunity of appearing before this subcommittee and present- 
ing the views of the Post Office Department with respect to the bills 
H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538, which are under consideration by the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I have with me this morning Mr. B. J. Beary, Diree- 
tor of the Compensation Division for the Bureau of Personnel. Mr. 
Beary will present the testimony of the Department. 
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Mr. Beary. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of conserving time for 
the committee, I would like to recommend that the Postmaster Gen- 
eral’s report on H.R. 3024 be inserted in the record and I will then 
proceed with a brief digest of the principal points involved. 

Mr. Lestnski. The report of the Postmaster General will be in- 
serted into the record at this point. 

(The report referred to follows:) 


OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D.C., June 11, 1959. 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to the request for a report on H.R. 
3024, a bill to amend the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 with 
respect to the position descriptions and salary levels of mail handlers, and for 
other purposes. 

This bill would amend the Postal Field Compensation Act of 1955 (39 U.S.C. 
963) with respect to the position descriptions and salary levels of mail handlers, 
There would be set up three different position descriptions for mail handlers: 
one in level 3, another in level 4, and group leader-mail handler in level 5, 
Upon enactment of the bill, all mail handlers currently in level 8 would advance 
to level +, at the step providing the minimum dollar increase. 

This Department is opposed to the enactment of this legislation because such 
enactment would seriously impair the administration of the evaluation system 
established by the present law (39 U.S.C. 963), disrupt the internal alinement 
of positions and pay within the postal fieid service, and adversely affect em- 
ployee morale. The costs involved can be justitied neither on grounds of equity 
for the employees who would benefit nor on the basis of any inhiring or recruit- 
ing needs of the Department. 

‘ihe immediate effect of the bill would be the advancement to PFS—-4 of all 
mail handlers now on the rolls (approximately 17,000) and all employees in 
positions ranked by reference to key position 8. This is the level to which 
city carriers and distribution and window clerks are now assigned. The pres- 
ent differential between the position of mail handler and the clerk and carrier 
positions was established on the basis of concrete differences in the level of 
difficulty of work assigned and of the responsibilities involved. These differ- 
ences are reflected in qualification requirements and in performance stand- 
ards. The enactment of legislation declaring them to be equal, despite the 
recognized differences, would effectively undermine the application of the prin- 
ciple of equal pay for substantially equal work, upon which position evaluation 
in the post field service is based. 

A comparison of the proposed key position 8, PFS-8, with the proposed key 
position 14, PFS-4, shows no differences in basic function or in the primary 
content of the position. The sole difference is detected in the description of 
miscellaneous duties. The miscellaneous duties are incidental and do not affect 
the basic function and duties of mail handlers. Consequently, their presence 
or absence would not be used by the Department to determine the ranking of 
positions in PFS-3 or PFS~+4, as the bill apparently contemplates. The discus- 
sion of the ranking principles in Public Law 68, approved June 10, 1955 (39 
U.S.C. 963), beginning on page 17, House Report No. 728, 84th Congress, 1st 
session, elucidates the problem which the Department would face if these two 
descriptions were to be placed in section 203 of the cited law, as proposed: 

“The following examples are illustrations of instances in which functions, 
duties, responsibilities, and work requirements of employees may or may not 
fall within the scope of the descriptions of the 49 key positions: In the case 
of an employee who serves at a stamp window of a large post office, a refer- 
ence to the description of his duties and responsibilities would clearly show 
that his duties and responsibilities fall within the scope of the key position of 
window clerk, level 4, by virtue of paragraph (13)(A) of section 203, relating 
to the description of such key position. By contrast, an employee whose duties 
and responsibilities consist of operating a mimeograph machine would not be 
assigned to the key position of mail handler, level 3, set forth in paragraph (8) 
of section 203, because, as is shown by paragraph (8) (EE) of section 203, the 


4 
i 


or 


» 


= 


SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS gy 


operation of a mimeograph machine is an incidental, not a primary, part of the 
duties and responsibilities of such key position. Conversely, an employee who 
performs the basic function of a mail handler but whose assigned duties and 
responsibilities do not require him to operate a mimeograph machine would, 
nevertheless, be assigned to the key position of mail handler, level 3, because 
the duties and responsibilities of such employee fall within the scope of such 
key position.” 

One or the other of the two key positions proposed for mail handlers would, 
by reason of the very nature of the evaluation process, itself, become useless 
and superfluous. 

The proposed key position of group leader, mail handlers, PFS—5, is iden- 
tical to the existing position ranked by the Department as standard position 
1-33, PFS-4. The standard position is ranked by reference to key position 12, 
distribution clerk, PFS-4. As a careful reading of the description will show 
the duties are those of a working leader and the occupant of the position is 
expected to perform basic mail-handler duties for a large percentage of his 
time. The present allocation to PFS-—4 is believed to be consistent with the 
ranking requirements of Public Law 68, heretofore cited. If the ranking of 
the position is determined solely on its level-determining characteristics, with- 
out relation to the proposal in the subject bill on key position 8, no justifica- 
tion exists for consideration in PFS-5. 

The position of mail handler is reasonably comparable to the position of 
material handlers in private industry. The Bureau of Labor Statistics uses 
the following definition for laborer, material handling, in collecting informa- 
tion on rates of pay in its occupational wage studies: 

“A worker employed in a warehouse, manufacturing plant, store, or other 
establishment whose duties involve one or more of the following: Loading and 
unloading various materials and merchandise on or from freight cars, trucks, 
or other transporting devices; unpacking, shelving, or placing materials or 
merchandise in proper storage location; transporting materials or merchan- 
dise by hand truck. car, or wheelbarrow. Longshoremen, who load and unload 
ships are excluded.” 

Recent studies in 18 important industrial centers show rates for material 
handlers, as follows: 


| 
Area Date of survey Number of} Average 
| | employees | hourly rate 


| 


September 1958. ........-- 4, 327 | 2.09 
Newark-Jersey City..............- 7, 355 2. 21 


The arithmetic average of these rates is $1.973 per hour while the weighted 
average is $2.028. Current rates for regular employees in PI°S-3 range from 
$1.76 to $2.14, exclusive of longevity steps which increase the maximum rate 
to $2.28. This range compares favorably to going rates in private industry 
and further increases are not warranted. 

Section 2 of the bill would, as stated above, require allocation to PFS of 
all positions ranked in PFS-3 in relation to the present key position 8 An in- 
definite number of employees would thus be affected. While it is not possible 
to foresee, without full analyses of all PFS-3 positions, the full impact of this 
provision, it is possible to predict with certainty that its effect would be dis- 
ruptive of present position and pay alinements. The most significant of the 
positions affected would be that of Christmas assistant, PFS—3, presently ranked 
by reference to key position 8. The vast majority of the 311,000 temporary 
employees recruited during the past Christmas serson were hired in this 
position. These temporary employees are not required to satisfy the entrance 
qualifications for clerks and city carriers. It would be patently unfair to pay 
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these temporary employees the entrance rate of PFS-—4 to perform the simple 
tasks involved in providing assistance in handling Christmas mails. 

The following cost estimate contemplates that all key position 8 employees 
will be paid a level 4 rates hereafter : 


| Seasonal assist- 
ants and other Increase in 
Mail handlers | key position 8 costs, total 

employees 


$4, 200, 000 | $4, 500, 000 $8, 700, 000 
6, 000, 000 4, 700, 000 10, 700, 600 
300, 000 4, 900, 000 13, 200, 000 
a0, 800, 000 5, 100, 000 15, 909, 000 
11, 400, 000 5, 300, 000 16, 700, 000 


The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


E. O. SESSIONS, 
Acting Postmaster General. 

Mr. Beary. The Department is opposed to the enactment of H.R. 
3024 and H.R. 7528 because such enactment would seriously impair 
the administration of the evaluation system established by the pres- 
ent law, Public Law 68, of the 84th Congress. It would disrupt the 
internal alinement of positions and pay within the postal field service, 
and adversely affect employee morale. The costs involved cannot be 
justified either on the grounds of equity for the employees who would 
benefit nor on the basis of in-hiring or recruiting needs of the De- 
partment. 

It is important to recognize that the postal field service pay system 
is a structure which places positions in a particular wage relationship, 

ach with the others, to the end that there shall be equal pay for sub- 
stantially equal work, and differences in pay when the differences in 
difficulties and responsibilities are distinet end significant. 

To arbitrarily raise one position, populated by thousands of em- 
ployees, without justification in terms of duties and responsibilities, 
would distort the structure and throw wage relationships grossly out 
of balance. 

The immediate effect of the bills under consideration would be the 
advancement to PF'S—+ of all mail handlers now on the rolls, and all 
employees ranked by reference to key position 8. 

Level 4 is a salary level to which city carriers and distribution and 
window clerks are assigned. The wage differential between the 
position of mail handler and the clerk and carrier positions was estab- 
lished on the basis of concrete differences in the level of difficulty of 
work assigned and of the responsibilities involved. These differences 
are refiected in qualification requirements and in performance stand- 
ards. The enactment of legislation declaring them equal, despite the 
recognized differences, would effectively undermine the application 
of the principle of equal pay for substantially equal work, upon 
which pesition evaluation in the postal field service is based. 

These bills would place two key positions of mail handler in the law. 
A comparison of the proposed key position 8, PFS—3, with the pro- 
posed key position 14, PFS—4, shows no difference in basic function or 
in the primary content of the position. The sole difference appears 
to be in the description of miscellaneous duties. The miscellaneous 
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duties are incidental and do not affect the basic function and the 
duties of mail handlers. Consequently, their presence or absence 
could not be used by the Department to determine the ranking of po- 
sitions in level 3 or level 4. By advancing all present mail handlers 
to level 4, irrespective of the nature of the incidental duties performed 
by any given employee, it is evident that the bills themselves do not 
visualize any meaningful difference between the level 3 mail handler 
description and the level 4 mail handler description. 

One or the other of the two key positions proposed for mail han- 
dlers would, by reason of the very nature of the evaluation process, 
become useless and superfluous. Here it is important to recall the 
requirements of existing law. In section 201(a) of Public Law 68 
of the 84th Congress the Postmaster General is required with respect 
to all positions which are not key positions to ascertain the appropri- 
ate level of the position by comparing the duties, responsibilities, and 
work requirements of the position with the duties, responsibilities, and 
work requirements of the key positions and by ranking the positions 
in relation to the key position most closely comparable in terms of 
the level of duties, responsibilities, and work requirements. It is that 
provision of law which the Postmaster General must follow in de- 
termining the salary level of a position that is not identified as a key 
position in the law. 

The proposed key position of group leader, mail handlers, PF'S—5, 
is identical to the existing position ranked by the Department as 
standard position 1-33, PFS—-4+. The standard position is ranked by 
reference to key position 12, distribution clerk, PF'S—t. As a care- 
ful reading of the description will show, the duties are those of a 
working leader and the occupant of the position is expected to per- 
form basic mail-handler duties for a large percentage of his time. 

On the basis of the key positions in Public Law 63, no justification 
exists for its placement in level 5. 

The most significant nonkey position which would be affected by 
this legislation is that of Christmas or seasonal assistant, level 3, 
presently ranked by reference to key position 8. 

The vast majority of the 311,000 temporary employees recruited in 
the past Christmas season were hired in this position. 

{ acknowledge your statement, Mr. Chairman, that it was not your 
intention to include and upgrade Christmas or seasonal assistants but, 
under the terms of section 2 of these bills as they are presently writ- 
ten, advancement to level 4 would be required, thus placing them in 
the level of post office clerks and city carriers who have satisfied the 
entrance requirements and qualifications for their more demanding 
type of work. 

The cost of this legislation is estimated at $10,700,000 for fiscal year 
1961 and extending to $16.7 million for fiscal year 1964. Those cost 
figures, as Is indicated in the Postmaster General’s report, do include 
the estimated cost for advancing the Christmas and seasonal assistant 
positions. 

Mr. Lestnskr. We appreciate your statement, Mr. Beary. 

You admit that the mail handlers do perform various jobs, accord- 
ing to your statement ? 

Mr. Beary. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Lestnskt. Is it not true that the bill although it does propose 
to put mail handlers in level 4 from level 3, it is not the intent to put 
all mail handiers in level 4 except those who do specific jobs. 

Mr. Beary. Pardon me, sir. As I understand the bill, it would ad- 
vance all present mail handlers to level 4. 

Mr. Lestnskt. That was not the intent. 

Mr. Brary. I see. 

Mr. Lesinskr. Would the gentleman be free to suggest amendments 
to the bill that would only give those mail handlers that level for 
the jobs such as sorting mail and so forth to be given level 4? 

Mr. Beary. Well, as the situation now stands, of course, the posi- 
tion of group leader, mail handlers, which the Post Office Depart- 
ment established as a necessary position in certain areas, is at level 
4. That is the only particular position of mail handler that the De- 
partment has been able to recognize as being beyond the requirements 
of the mail-handler key position as it is written in the law. 

Mr. Lesryxskt. Is it not true that mail handlers when they perform 
their duties that there are certain differences of duties involved? = In 
other words, they sort bags according to station and cities and have 
to have scheme knowledge ¢ 

Mr. Brary. That is correct, sir; that is acknowledged in the lan- 
guage of the present key position 8 which provides in section F(11) 
thereof “occasional simple distribution of parcel post mail requiring 
no scheme knowledge.” 

That is not present in a number of mail-handling jobs. 

M+. Lestnskr. They are level 3, though 

Mr. Beary. But the fundamental distinction is that it requires 
no scheme knowledge. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. I did not say it did. I say, Does it require scheme 
knowledge ? 

Mr. Beary. I misunderstood you, sir. Iam not familiar with mail- 
handler positions involving sorting which do require scheme knowl- 
edge, 

Mr. Lestnskr. As was mentioned before, I would like for you to give 
this more thought and if there is a chance to correct the bill in any 
way possible I wish vou would submit such recommendations so that 
we can put these people in their proper level and proper pay scale. 

Mr. Beary. Well, the Department has taken the position, Mr. Chair- 
man, that level 3 is the correct level for the mail-handler position. 
It has also been opposed as a general matter to piecemeal legislation. 
As I pointed out, if you proceed from the assumption or from the 
bese that the mail-handler position is presently placed in its proper 
category in relation to other positions in the postal field service, you 
could not accept the view that the mail-handler position should go to 4. 

Mr. Lesrnskt. That is not the intent of the bill, to put all mail 
handlers at level 4. 

Mr. Brary. The bill does provide two key positions of mail han- 
dlers. It provides for the advancement of all present mail handlers 
to level 4 and it makes no distinction between the level 3 key position 
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and the level 4 key position which the Department can recognize as 
meaningful or substantial in any way. 

Mr. Lesinskr. At that point, Mr. Beary, it does advance those mail 
handlers from level 3 to level 4 that have certain specific duties, and 
that is true, but not all of them, and that is not the intent. 

Mr. Beary. Iam at a loss to know what the intent of the bill is, sir, 
because that is what the bill says. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. No; just those with key duties. 

Mr. Beary. By that you mean those who would meet the require- 
ments stated in the proposed key position 14 / 

Mr. Lesinsxt. Yes. 

Mr. Beary. Well, Mr. Chairman, as I have stated, the difference 
between the proposed key position 14 and the proposed key position 8 
is minor, and unimporti int, as far as the grading of jobs is concerned. 
1 think that if any administering authority sought to make a dis- 
tinction between them in determining whether one person should go 
in level 3 or another in level 4 he would have an impossible task on 
his hands. Consider, for example, the situation in which a mail han- 
dler performs all of the principal functions of the job as described 
here, and performs none of the incidental duties that are outlined in 
either key position 8 or key position 14. It would take a man of con- 
siderable acumen to determine which key position that employee 
should be assigned to and I would anticipate considerable confusion 
and a great deal of bad morale among the very people whom this bill 
apparently intends to benefit. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. Mr. Beary, I want the record to clearly indicate that 
the Department is in error, and that the 311,000 seasonal assistants 
are not covered by this bill. I can assure you that the language of 
the bill will be modified so as to clarify that po. 

Mr. Campbell, do you have anything further ? 

Mr. Campsett. Mr. Chairman, I have nothing further to add to 
the testimony. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Is there anything further, Mr. Beary, on this point ? 

Mr. Beary. No, sir. I am certainly available to answer any fur- 
ther questions that there may be. I am very pleased to have had the 
opportunity to present our statement. 

Mr. Lesinskt. Is it not true that those with greater responsibilities 
invariably seek a higher pay level? That is true in any field; is it 
not ? 

Mr. Beary. It is pretty generally true that people with increased 
responsibilities seek a higher pay; yes, sir. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. Do you subscribe to that, generally speaking / 

Mr. Beary. I think that is the way it ought to work. 

Mr. Lestnskt. We appreciate your testimony. 

If there is nothing further, we thank you for your presentation, 

Mr. Brary. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Lestnskr. The next witness will be Mr. Harold McAvoy, presi- 
dent of the National Association of Post Office and Postal ‘Trans- 
portation Service, Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers. 

Mr. McAvoy, we shall be glad to hear from you at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD McAVOY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO. 
CIATION OF POST OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION SERV. 
ICE, MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN, AND MESSENGERS 


Mr. McAvoy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. At the start I would like 
to say thank you to you and the little lady from Pennsylvania for 
introducing the bills that are now before the committee. 

My name is Harold McAvoy. I am national president of the Na- 
tional Association of Post Office and Postal Transportation Service, 
Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers and privileged to repre- 
sent the postal employees of our association. 

Our national organization is part of the American Federation of 
Labor and Congress of Industrial Organizations and the Govern- 
ment Employees’ Council. Our national office is located at 900 F 
Street NW., Washington, D.C. 

Before I go any further, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say this. 
I believe that other postal organizations will ask you or the full com- 
mittee to consider amendments to Public Law 68. If this happens, 
I would like to say now that I will fully endorse the amendments 
which the postal organizations submit to your committee or the full 
committee for consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, you and the committee members have before you 
two bills, H.R. 3024 introduced by Representative Lesinski of Michi- 
gan and H.R, 7558 introduced by Representative Granahan of Penn- 
sylvania. 

If either one of the bills were enacted into law, this would tend to 
correct what our people consider a great injustice. With the en- 
actment of Public Law 68 in June 1955, job evaluation was brought 
into the postal service. 

Now, before I go on, I would like to point out to the committee 
members just what our duties are in the postal service. [Reading:] 


PosITION 8—Pusiic Law 68 


DuTIEs oF MAIL HANDLERS—LEVEL 3 


Basic Function.—Loads, unloads, and moves bulk mail, and performs other 
duties incidental to the movement and processing of mail. 

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES.— 

(A) Unloads mail received by trucks. Separates all mail received by trucks 
and conveyors for subsequent dispatch to other conveying units, and separates 
and delivers working mails for delivery to distribution areas. 

(B) Places empty sacks or pouches on racks, labels them where labels are 
prearranged or racks are plainly marked, dumps mail from sacks, cuts ties, 
faces letter mail, carries mail to distributors for processing, places processed mail 
into sacks, removes filled sacks and pouches from racks, closes and locks same. 
Picks up sacks, pouches, and outside pieces, separates outgoing bulk mails 
for dispatch and loads mail onto trucks. 

(C) Handles and sacks empty equipment, inspects empty equipment for mail 
content, restrings sacks. 

(D) Cancels stamps on parcel post, operates canceling machines, carries 
mail from canceling machine to distribution cases. 

(E) Assists in supply and slip rooms and operates addressograph, mimeo- 
graph, and similar machines. 

(F) In addition, may perform any of the following duties : 

(i) Acts as armed guard for valuable registry shipments and as watch- 
man and guard around post office building. 

(ii) Makes occasional simple distribution of parcel post mail requiring 
no scheme knowledge. 
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(iii) Operates electric fork-lift trucks. 

(iv) Rewraps soiled or broken parcels. 

(v) Performs other miscellaneous duties, such as stamping tickets, 
weighing incoming sacks, cleaning and sweeping in workrooms, offices, and 
trucks where such work is not performed by regular cleaners. 

Of course, the latter part, cleaning and sweeping, has been taken 
over by the General Services Administration. So I assume, that 


should be stricken. 


ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS.—Reports to a foreman or other designated 
supervisor. 

Now, with your permission, I would like to compare our duties and 
salary rates with employees in outside industry. Using New York 
City, where I live and work in the postal service as an example, on 
a yearly basis, employees in the department of sanitation are at least 
$1,000 ahead of our people. 

What are the duties assigned to these employees? They just load 
and unload the sanitation trucks. There is no reading, writing, check- 
ing, or followthrough involved. In making this comparison, and I 
am happy that said employees are doing so good, I want it clearly 
understood that I am not downgrading in any way these employees. 

The reason I mention New York City is that it is the greatest postal 
center in the world and a large part of our membership is assigned 
to the New York postal area. To go further, 90 percent of our people 
are assigned to first- and second-class offices. In other words, the 
larger cities throughout the United States and in Puerto Rico. 

It is my understanding that in the reports from the Post Office De- 
partment and the Bureau of the Budget, they compare our job in the 
post office with material handlers. This job title, I have never heard 
of. The report further states that a material handler is one who is 
employed in a warehouse, manufacturing plant, store—whose duties 
invoke one or more of the following: loading and unloading various 
materials and merchandise on or from freight cars, trucks, or other 
transportation devices; unpacking, shelving, or placing materials or 
merchandise in proper storage location; transporting materials or 
merchandise by handtruck, car, or wheelbarrow. The report also 
points out that longshoremen who load and unload ships, and so forth, 
are excluded. 

I have tried to place myself in the position of those who are respon- 
sible for this report, but I have failed to find any answer pertaining 
to this comparison. 

In comparing these material handlers’ duties with our people’s 
assignments and duties, everyone involved in the moving of the mails 
fully realizes that time plays quite a part and is the big reason behind 
our slogan that all postal employees are striving to make a reality— 
“Deliver today’s mail tomorrow.” 

Again, with your permission, I would like to read position 8 in 
Public Law 68, pay level 3, mail handlers duties and responsibilities : 
unloads mail; separates all mail received by incoming post-office vehicles and 
conveyors for subsequent dispatch to other conveying units and separates and 
delivers working mails for delivery to distributing areas. 

Include time with the above duties and, I sincerely hope you will 
agree, that there is quite a difference in the duties of said material] 
handlers and our mail handlers. As for the wheelbarrow, and so 
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forth, used by the material handlers, our people use the electric fork 
lift. 

I would like to say a word about longshoremen, which the reports 
exclude. Again using New York City as an example. Whenever the 
longshoremen have been on strike on the east coast, our people have 
been assigned to go down to the docks and get the mail out of the 
ships tied up in port. Hundreds of our people are assigned to the 
foreign ship mail division and we are about the only employees in 
the postal service who fully understand what to do with foreign mail 
coming into port or leaving port, and Lassure you that foreign mail is 
quite an item in the postal service. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, to bring out the fact that although 
we area part of the labor movement, and fully realize that the long- 
shoremen who are part of the labor movement today are on strike, we 
do not consider that. We go down there and get the mail out of the 
ships and get it moving. That is the position we definitely swore to 
uphold, and we are glad to doit. 

Mr. Lestnskt. I think that is very commendable. 

Mr. McAvoy. As for our miscellaneous duties, the reports again 
point out that same are incidental and do not affect the basic function 
and duties of mail handlers, 

Well, let us look again at Public Law 68 and see what is considered 
“miscellaneous duties.” For instance, stamping tickets, which is the 
time of arrival or departure; weighing incoming sacks, which is the 
only way to determine postage due; acting as armed guards for val- 
uable registry shipments, buildings, and so forth. If you will just 
check the full duties of our people and include the miscellaneous 
duties, you will find that our group does about every job in the postal 
service except use the postal scheme. With automation in the postal 
service here to stay, it is my opinion that the day of the postal scheme 
that is in use today is on the way out. With the training program 
now in force in the service, and with the knowledge that our people 
in an emergency drive the motor vehicle trucks, deliver mail to relay 
boxes for the letter carriers, plus deliver the mail to the business office 
or home, there is no justified reason for holding our people in pay 
level 3. Weare the only group in the service in this pay level. All 
other postal employees are in pay level 4 or above. 

Now I would like to talk about the cost involved that both the Post 
Office Department. and the Bureau of the Budget bring out in their 
reports. 

If you will be kind enough to check H.R. 3024 or H.R. 7538, you 
will notice that both of the bills cover substitutes or regulars in the 
postal service. The total number involved in the bills is approxi- 
mately 17,000 substitutes or regular employees. In the reports I find 
that the temporary or seasonal assistants that were brought in during 
the last Christmas season, which totaled 311,000, have been added to 
the cost of H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538. 

In my opinion, this is most unfair to our people, as it has been 
proven over the year that said 311,000 extras have another job and 
only come into the postal service to have extra money for the holidays. 

In the report for the Department and the Bureau of the Budget 
there is a study which shows 13 industrial centers and the material 
handlers’ rates. As vou, the committee, know, our people are all 
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assigned in large cities and we are thankful for the study. But the 
study fails to include the three largest cities, which are New York 
City, Chicago, and Los Angeles, and where, at least in my opinion, 
65 percent of our people are assigned. 

] notice that the gentleman from Pittsburgh, Representative Cor- 
bett, is present, and 1 also notice that Pittsburgh i is not included. 

The rates in Los Angeles for warehousemen only average from $2.2( 
to $2.50 per hour; in Chicago $2.45 per hour; in New York C ity 2.4 
per hour. 

Our people start at $1.76 per hour, and after 7 years go on to $2.14 
per hour. We have not gone into the fringe-bei efit area at this time 
as compared to private indus try. 

Again, for the committee’s information, I would like to point out 
that our people have requested time and time again that consideration 
be given to a civil service examination that would be more in line with 
the work we people do. At this time, I understand the Post Office 
Department has set up examinations in several large cities more in 
line with position 8—mail handlers—pay level 3, under Public Law 68. 
For this we are thankful, as the present examination is more in line 
with the job and service rendered about 30 years ago. 

With automation now in the postal service, and I believe it is here 
to stay, | strongly recommend for the good of the postal service that 
the future examinations for our people be in line with the automation 
we know today. 

Mr. Chairman, I am asking you and your committee to give favor- 
able, speedy consideration to the bills before this committee. 

In conelusion, I would like to point out that bills H.R. 3024 and 
H.R. 7538 have been unanimously endorsed by the Government Em- 
ployes’ Council, which consists of 24 member unions with membership 
in the Government services. This also includes the Letter Carriers 
Organization, the Federation of Clerks, the Special Delivery Messen- 
gers, the Motor Vehicle Organization, plus our organization. The 
postal organizations listed abov e, in my opinion, consist of 80 percent. 
of the postal employees in the service. 

I would like to say a word about the group leader. I am very 
grateful to the Department for giving our people the type of group 
leader they have. When a new man comes into the service, he reports 
tothe group leader. The group leader's job involves not only breaking 
the new man into every phase of his duties but it is his responsibility to 
bring to the attention of the immediate supervisor at once how many 
extra men are needed, the motor vehicles that are moving in and out, 
and every avenue of the service. I have reports for the last 2 years, 
and every report from not only our people but from the regional and 
other places in the Department agree it was a tremendous thing when 
the Department created a group "leader. 

Our bills have also been endorsed by the AFL-CIO. 

Thank you for the privilege of appearing before you in behalf of 
H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538. 

Mr. Lesinskt. We appreciate your comprehensive statement, Mr. 
McAvoy, and the facts and figures you have given us. It reminds me 
of the time I was working in a lumberyard some years ago where I 
did everything, from the lo: ading of cars to the breaking down of plans. 

Any questions? 
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Mr. Corserr. I have just one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. McAvoy, you did not include in your statement an estimated 
cost. Do you have any studied guess as to what that might be? 

Mr. McAvoy. I will be honest with you, Congressman. ‘T never was 
able to pinpoint how many mail handlers there are in the service, ] 
have taken the reports that were sent in by the Department, and they 
quote the figure of 17,000. 

Mr. Corserr. I know it would be difficult to get the exact number 
and to find the grades they would be in and the average years of work, 
Has the Departme nt put any estimate on the cost ? 

Mr. McAvoy. There total cost includes 311,000 seasonal employees 
that are brought in at Christmastime and other times of emergency, 
in addition to the 17,000 that are our people. I think that is very un- 
fair. This bill was only intended for the substitutes or regular em- 
ployees handling mail, and I do not think the 311,000 seasonal workers 
should be included in the cost. I think it is very unfair. 

Mr. Corserr. Thank you. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Mr. McAvoy, since the experiment was started, I 
believe in December 1952, and was followed through in later years 
where the regulars were given overtime instead of bringing the so- 
called seasonal workers, what has been the result in the past recent 
years, has the Department been calling in more or less seasonal 
workers ? 

Mr. McAvoy. Our people are only in the larger cities, so I do not 
know what they are doing in the third- and fourth-class offices, but the 
Department has considered the regular employee and he is getting 
more overtime than formerly. I think approximately 60 hours are 
being given to the regular employees where before it might have been 
5 hours’ overtime. There has been an improvement. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. I am very happy to hear that, knowing from per- 
sonal experience that the performance of experienced people i is much 
greater than the performance of inexperienced people. 

Is there anything further you would like to say at this point? 

Mr. McAvoy. No. I would like to comment that pertaining to the 
overtime, our people—I am only speaking for our people—consider a 
job in a post office as their job and when there is an emergency created 
such as at Christmastime they would like to get a larger amount of 
the overtime because they like to celebrate Christmas too if they are 
allowed to be off. 

Mr. Lesinskt. I appreciate that. 

Thank you, Mr. McAvoy. 

The next witness is Mr. E. C. Hallbeck, legislative director of the 
National Federation of Post Office Clerks. 

Mr. Hallbeck, we will be glad to hear from you at this time. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Hatiseck. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is E. C. Hallbeck and I am legislative director of the National 
Federation of Post Office Clerks with offices at 817 14th Street NW., 
Washington, D.C. 
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The bills under consideration by your committee, H.R. 3024 and 
H.R. 7538, are identical and would amend Public Law 68 of the 84th 
Congress with respect to the salaries of mail handlers in the postal 
field service. These bills are all right as far as they go but, in our 
judgment, they do not go far enough. They would correct or partially 
correct only one of many inequities in the Postal Salary Classification 
Act and would in all probability create even further inequities. 

Personally, and on behalf of the organization that I represent, I op- 
posed the enactment of what has become Public Law 68, because I fore- 
saw many of the difficulties that have arisen as a result of that act. 

I am sure the members of the subcommittee will recall that act was 
not. something that we desired. I am sure you will recall that we 
raised a little sand about it because it was, in our judgment, an unfair 
thing. Isaid a lot of nasty things at the time. 

Mr. Lesinskt. I believe Mr. Corbett and I had a little mental reser- 
vation about the bill at the time. It was a matter of choice 

Mr. Hauueeck. Between that and nothing. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. I have been seeking for some means of correcting it. 

Mr. Hatieeck. And I am well aware of the service that was ren- 
dered, not only to our people, but to all postal employees, by the 
members of the subcommittee now present. 

As I say, we did not like it at the time it was enacted; we don’t 
like it now. We believe that the act is in need of a wholesale over- 
hauling. Legislation to accomplish that purpose has been introduced 
by a member of this subcommittee, Mrs. Granahan (H.R. 511) and 
by a former member of the House Post Office and Civil Service Com- 
mittee, Mr. Miller of California (H.R. 569). 

The Granahan-Miller bills would revise Public Law 68 in some 16 
instances. I do not pretend to believe those are all the revisions that 
are required, but they are the most pressing and would, I believe, ac- 
complish the purposes of H.R. 7538 and H.R. 3024 by advancing the 
salary level of all key positions 1 to 17, inclusive, by one level. Cer- 
tainly there is justification for increasing the present salaries of mail 
handlers. However, there is at least equal justification for increas- 
ing the salaries of all other postal employees and to my mind a far 
greater justification for increasing the salaries of clerks in oflices of 
the third class. 

I do not know how many members of the committee at the time the 
legislation was enacted realized it, but they put clerks in a third-class 
office in a salary level that is next to the bottom of the ladder despite 
the fact the only difference in the job of a clerk in an office of the third 
class and the job of a clerk in an office of the first and second class is a 
matter of population of the city in which he lives. In that one in- 
stance the idea of equal pay for equal work went out the window. 
[f you are to pay for work performed you could not draw an arbi- 
trary distinction between an office in a city of 10,000 population and 
an office in a city of 100,000 or 500,000 population where the em- 
ployees do the same work. Equal pay for equal work would require 
that employees in offices of the third and fourth class receive the same 
pay as employees in offices of the first and second class. 

Clerks in offices of the third class are currently assigned to a salary 
level far below that of mail handlers despite the fact that such clerks 
are required to assume a far greater measure of responsibility than 
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mail handlers or many other postal employees. In a third-class office 
a clerk is far more apt to be required to serve as acting postmaster for 
a definite period of the year than any other employee. 

I had a case recently that will show the inequities. A clerk served 
as acting postmaster for a postmaster who was ill, first of all for the 
period of 60 days, for which he got no extra compensation, as pro- 
vided by law, then he served for a number of additional days, and 
when the postmaster came back to work he recognized the man had 
done an excellent job, filled out the form for service in excess of 60 
days, and what do you think the result was? The employee was 
docked; he got less money for serving as postmaster than he did for 
serving as clerk, on the theory that the postmaster works 56 hours a 
week, so they cut his salary by the difference between his hours of 
work and the 56 and wanted to take $3 and something from the em- 
ployee’s biweekly paycheck because he had served at a higher level. 

That is one of the things that is wrong with this legislation, and it 
is one of the things you gentlemen will recall was cited when the legis- 
lation was under consideration. It is one of the things that in my 
judgment has to be corrected. 

I might say when I brought this particular matter to the attention 
of the Post Office Department, the Assistant Postmaster General, Mr. 
Lyons, there was a correction made; but as a result of that he was 
not paid at a higher level, he was paid at his own level, which is con- 
trary to the intention of the law. If the law were rigidly enforced he 
would have to be paid less, and I think that is absolute nonsense. 

Mr. Corserr. Mr. Chairman, at that point, I recall the argument 
about the number of days he might fill in a higher position without 
added compensation. Who made this decision? the Department or 
the Comptroller’s Office ? 

Mr. Hatipeck. The regional comptroller for the Post Office Depart- 
ment made the original decision that he had to lose money, but the 
Post Office Department reversed it when I called it to their attention. 
But the reversal resulted in the man being paid only at his regular rate 
rather than at the higher rate for the higher level duties. 

Mr. Lestysxt. It is true, however, that in a small office an employee 
has a greater grasp or knowledge of the overall situation. That is 
typical of any industry ; there is not so much specialization in a smaller 
industry. I think the point you mention about the clerk in a third- 
class post office getting less than the clerk in a second-class post office 
is that vou fee! the pay should be at least equal ? 

Mr. Hauuneck. It should be at least equal pay. I worked in what 
was then the world’s largest post office, and a man working in a third- 
class office is in many respects a better all around mechanic than the 
people I worked with who, as you say, tend to become specialists. The 
man in a smaller office has to be a specialist in all phases and he is 
being gypped. You may not like that word, but that is what it is, 
he is being gypped. If I get hot under the collar that is nothing new: 
I have been hot under the collar for years. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of the time I would like permission to sub- 
mit the balance of my statement for the record. I am calling atten- 
tion to the fact there are inequities and if this situation is to be cured 
at all it will require major surgery. Giving it a pill for a headache 
will not cure the evils of this legislation. Sooner or later Congress 
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will have to tackle it and correct it because if they do not we will 
have chaos in the postal service. 

Automation, it has been said, is just around the corner. I have 
seen a lot of machinery but have never seen a machine that took the 
place of a skilled clerk. 

Just the other day I happened to have something sent to me that I 
thought might be of interest, and I wish I could submit it for the 
record, but it is too voluminous and besides I need it for other work. 

This shows the changes in the Missouri scheme in the St. Louis Post 
Office for this year so far. These are changes in the scheme, not the 
scheme. This is the way they have changed it, and if you ever looked 
at a Chinese laundry ticket you could compare it with this with no 
trouble at all. Those are the changes our people have to learn. We 
believe those are the changes that require their job to be skilled. 

Mr. Lestnskr. I have had comments from employees in the post 
ollice to the effect that they know a scheme thoroughly and then, in- 
stead of keeping them on that scheme, they transfer them to another. 

Mr. Hauiseck. Not only that, but they change a scheme every 
week, 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Most cities do not change that often. 

Mr. Hantieeck. No; but the outgoing mail is something else again, 
and that scheme also- 

Mr. Lestnsxt. That does change. 

Mr. Hatigpeck. That is true. Incidentally, I said St. Louis. You 
would be surprised at the changes in the St. Louis scheme. It has 
on f, 


ne from 26 to 41 stations, I believe. In your own State every city 
is expanding—Kalamazoo, Lansing—they add new streets and new 
territories and every scheme is changed. In San Francisco the changes 
are fantastic. 

Mr. Lestnsxr. The point I was trying to bring out was that they 
change the routing and incorporate certain routes in other routes 
and change it around constantly go that the clerk who separates the 
mailisinaconstant turmoil. 

Mr. Hatiseck. That is right. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. In other words, if the changes are to be made they 
should be made in a gradual way and should be given more study 
prior to the actual change. I believe the Department has been very 
arbitrary in this. 

Mr. Corserr. Mr. Chairman, I wanted to interrupt to find out 
what the chairman’s notion was, whether to schedule another day’s 
hearing or if the other witnesses would want to submit statements at 
this time ? 

Mr. Lrsinsxt. I have a statement to make which covers that. 

The House meets at 11 a.m. today. I am sorry we will not have 
an opportunity to call the remainder of our witness list. Those who 
were unable to testify may present statements, which will be inserted 
in the record, 

Representative Irwin, a member of the Post Office and Civil Serv- 
ice Committee, has requested that a letter he received from the Na- 
tional Association of Post Oflice and Postal Transportation Service 
Mail Handlers, Watchmen and Messengers Local 85, Bridgeport, 
Conn., concerning this proposed legislation, be inserted in the record. 
The letter, dated March 27, 1959, will be inserted in the record at 
this point. 
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I will insert in the record at this time, without objection, a letter 
I received dated August 27, 1959, from Mr. Charles E. Hutsler, wage 
administrator, International Association of Bridge, Structural and 
Ornamental Lron Workers, AFL-CIO, and a telegram from Mr, 
Maywood Boggs, vice president, International Brotherhood of 
Boilermakers, Lron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, Forgers, and Helpers, 
Also a brief statement from Cyrus Anderson, assistant to Chairman 
G. E. Leighty, Railway Labor Executives’ Association, with a list 
of the organizations which comprise the association. 

(The letters and statement referred to follow :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF PosT OFFICE AND POSTAL TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICE MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN AND MESSENGERS, 
Bridgeport, Conn., March 27, 1959. 
Hon. DoNALpD J. IRWIN, 
Member of Congress, Fourth District, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN IRWIN: We are writing to you at this time in regard to 
H.R. 3024, which provides for promotion for those in the mail handler (ete.) 
category from level 3 to level 4. We are writing to you about this particular 
legislation because we believe there exists a lack of information or understand- 
ing among some Members of Congress whom we have contacted about the 
duties and responsibilities of mail handlers in the postal service. We do want 
you to know, however, that we respect your position on this subject which you 
expressed in a recent letter to us which is: “I would prefer to listen to testi- 
mony offered at the House hearings on this bill to better acquaint myself with 
the work performed by these employees.” This quotation was taken from your 
letter to us of February 11, 1959. We firmly believe that all Members of Con- 
gress should have all the facts and hear all the necessary information before 
making a decision on any legislation. 

We have been informed through our national bulletins that Representative 
Lesinski, sponsor of H.R. 3024, visited the main post office in Washington, D.C. 
after an invitation was extended to him on February 17. The purpose of the 
invitation and visit was for the Congressman to see for himself exactly what 
mail handlers were doing, what their duties involved, etc. We are certain 
that the Congressman saw enough to further convince him of the worth and 
merits of his bill H.R. 3024. We feel sure, in addition, that Congressman 
Lesinski would not have introduced his bill (H.R. 3024) if he did not sincerely 
believe that the existing facts and circumstances involved warranted these pro- 
posed changes. A companion bill to H.R. 3024 has been introduced in the 
Senate, S. 1052, by Senator Clark of Pennsylvania. 

We are hopeful that early hearings will be conducted by the committee of 
which you are a member on H.R. 3024. During the course of these hearings 
you will then have a full opportunity to acquaint yourself with the work per- 
formed by mail handlers. The duties of mail handlers are, as you probably are 
aware, defined in official Post Office Department literature. These duties in- 
volve a wide area of work and responsibility by the employee. We will gladly 
send you a copy of the “Duties of a Mail Handler” for your study and appraisal 
if you wish to receive this information from us. 

We have discussed this particular matter with many employees and officials 
within the Post Office Department. The general opinion is that the work per- 
formed by mail handlers should warrant at least equal pay and recognition with 
other employee groups. The opinion has also been offered that all postal em- 
ployees, on entering the service, should begin in the same pay status and cate 
gory and then after a certain period of time—if proven satisfactory and showing 
the necessary qualifications and initiative—could be then advanced to a higher 
category or salary classification. We believe that it is reasonable to predict that 
this method may be initiated in the near future especially with the many 
mechanized changes now in the progress of being put into operation. 

Mail handlers, we believe that you will come to realize and understand after 
you have studied all the facts, perform a vital and essential service as postal 
employees. Moving the mail, which is the prime function of the post office 
could not be accomplished with the services of the mail handler. In fact, in 
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many divisions within the post office, mail handlers constitute the majority of 
the experienced, qualified, career employees. 

You may be wondering why a postal employee remains a mail handler when he 
has the opportunity to take a competitive (or noncompetitive) examination for 
another position which pays better and offers chances for advancement. The 
fact is that many mail handlers have done this but there are also many mail 
handlers, such as myself, who have been career postal employees for many years, 
take pride in the work they are performing for the service, and perhaps for per- 
sonal or other reasons do not wish to make a change. When a regular, career 
postal employee has been working on a job for many years—with set hours and 
the knowledge of his position and duties—he hesitates (as many have) to make 
a change which will place him in the status of a substitute employee with irregu- 
lar hours and a long wait to “make regular.” 

We trust that we have made our position clearer to you in respect to our opinion 
of H.R. 3024. We have stated the facts as we know them from long experience as 
mail handlers and postal employees. We thank you, sincerely, for your interest 
and tolerance in reading our opinions and corresponding with us as a representa- 
tive of our group. 

Respectfully yours, 
GILBERT W. BUCKLEY, 
Secretary, Local 85. 


INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
BripGE, STRUCTURAL, AND ORNAMENTAL IRON WORKERS, 
Washington, D.C., August 27, 1959. 
Congressman JOHN LESINSKI, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Census and Government Statistics, 
Washington, D.C. 

DreAR CONGRESSMAN LESINSKI: This morning I attended the hearing in con- 
nection with H.R. 3024 and was unable to testify because of the time limitation. 
Pursuant to your suggestion I wish to take this opportunity to offer the following 
for the record in strong support of H.R. 3024: 

Based upon my experience of 23 years in the U.S. Government service and 8 
yeirs as wage administrator for the International Association of Bridge, Struc- 
tural, and Ornamental Iron Workers, it is clear that the objectives of H.R. 8024 
are meritorious and should be supported by any and all organizations interested 
in justice to the worker. 

As you know, the Government Employees’ Council, of which our organization 
is a member, has twice endorsed this bill. It is obvious that the legislation here 
proposed will go far toward developing fairplay in the postal field service. We 
hope to see an early favorable report on this bill by your subcommittee. 

If we can be of any further assistance to you or any of the members of your 
subcommittee please do not hesitate to call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHALLES E. 
Wage Administrator. 


WasHIneatTon, D.C., August 28, 1959. 
Congressman JOHN LESENSKI, 
House Office Building: 

On Thursday morning I attended hearings in connection with H.R. 3024 and 
H.R. 7538. In line with your suggestion, I wish to take this opportunity to offer 
for the record our strong support for both of these bills. As you know, our 
International Brotherhood of Boilermakers, Iron Ship Builders, Blacksmiths, 
Forgers, and Helpers have the honor of representing Federal employees and are 
affiliated with the Government Employes’ Council. On two occasions, the council 
has adopted both of these bills unanimously. The AFL-CIO has also adopted 
both of these bills unanimously. It is our opinion that the proposed legislation 
before you will go a long way toward developing fairplay in the post office field 
service. 

Respectfully yours, 
MAywoop Boac6s, 
International Vice President. 
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STATEMENT OF CyRUS ANDERSON, ASSISTANT TO THE CHAIRMAN, RAILWAY LABOR 
EXECUTIVES’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Cyrus Anderson, 
I am assistant to the chairman of the Railway Labor Executives’ Association at 
401 Third Street NW., Washington, D.C. Our association is made up of the 
standard railway labor organizations which represent substantially all of the 
employees on our Nation’s railroads. 

On behalf of Mr. G. E. Leighty, our chairman, I am delighted to support H.R. 
3024 and H.R. 7538. Railroad employees are very much concerned with the 
working conditions of our friends in the Federal service. We urge your com.- 
mittee to favorably report the above-named bills as expeditiously as possible, 

Attached hereto is a list of the organizations which comprise our association, 

Thank you very much. 


RAILWAY LABOR EXECUTIVES’ ASSOCIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C. 


G. E. Leighty, chairman; A. E. Lyon, executive secretary, and Michael Fox, 
vice chairman 


J. P. Tahney, president, American Railway Supervisors Association, Chicago, Tl], 

J. B. Springer, president, American Train Dispatchers’ Association, Chicago, II], 

Guy L. Brown, grand chief engineer, Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Hf. BE. Gilbert, president, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

H. ©, Crotty, president, Brotherhood of Maintenance of Way Employees, Detroit, 
Mich. 

Jesse Clark, president, Brotherhood of Railroad Signalmen, Chicago, Tl. 

W. P. Kennedy, president, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Cleveland, Ohio. 

A. J. Bernhardt, general president, Brotherhood Railway Carmen of America, 
Kansas City, Mo. 

George M. Harrison, grand president, Brotherhood Railway Clerks, Cincinnati, 
Ohio. 

A. Philip Randolph, international president, Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, 
New York, N.Y. 

Ed §. Miller,’ general president, Hotel & Restaurant Employees’ and Bartenders’ 
International Union, Cincinnati, Ohio. 

A. J, Hayes, president, International Association of Machinists, Washington, D.C. 

William A. Calvin, president, International Brotherhood of Boilermakers & 
Blacksmiths, Kansas City, Kans. 

J. J. Duffy, vice president, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
Chicago, Il. 

Anthony Matz, president, International Brotherhood of Firemen & Oilers, 
Washington, D.C. 

Capt. John M. Bishop, secretary, International Organization Masters, Mates & 
Pilots, Inc., Washington, D.C. 

H. L. Daggett, president, National Marine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, 
Washington, D.C. 

J. A. Paddock, president, Order of Railway Conductors & Brakemen, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa. 

M. G. Schoch, president, Railroad Yardmasters of America, Chicago, Il. 

Michael Fox, president, Railway Employees’ Department, AFL-CIO, Chicago, 
Ill. 

C. D. Bruns, vice president, Sheet Metal Workers’ International Association, 
Washington, D.C. 

Neil P. Speirs, president, Switchmen’s Union of North America, Buffalo, N.Y. 

G. E. Leighty, president, the Order of Railroad Telegraphers, St. Louis, Mo. 

R. W. Smith,’ vice president, Hotel & Restaurant Employees’ and Bartenders 
International Union, Chicago, Ill. 

Joseph W. Ramsey,’ general vice president, International Association ot Ma- 
chinists, Chicago, Ill. 


Mr. Watters. Mr. Chairman, I will be glad to submit my statement 
this afternoon. I do not have one prepared at this time. 


1 President Miller represented by Vice President R. W. Smith for RLEA purposes. 
? President Hayes represented by Vice President Ramsey for RLEA purposes. 


t 
i 
tag _ — 


SALARY LEVELS OF MAIL HANDLERS 25 


Mr. Corsetr. I will move that anyone who is able to contribute to 
this discussion be permitted to extend his remarks. 

Mr. Lestnski. The subcommittee welcomes any suggestions to 
amend Public Law 68, and if the statements are brought here within 
a relatively short time they shall be incorporated in the record. 

This is the first opportunity for our subcommittee to meet since the 
full committee tock up the bill providing for an employee health 
benefits program. 

In view of the lateness of the session and the fact that this bill has 
not passed either body, it is clear that this proposed legislation cannot 
be enacted into law this session. 

I have learned that Mr. Murray, chairman of the Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee, has already made arrangements for a study 
of the inequities under Public Law 68. I want to make sure that the 
problems with respect to the position descriptions and salary levels 
of mail handlers are given consideration in the study that will be made 
of the operations of Public Law 68, 84th Congress. 

To this end, I will write a letter to the chairman summarizing the 
highlights of this hearing, so that adequate consideration will be given 
to these matters. 

It is, as I said before, the intent of the subcommittee to submit to the 
full committee all the pertinent facts it has gathered so that the full 
committee may act promptly on the revision of Public Law 68. 

Mr. Hallbeck, you may continue with your statement. 

Mr. Hatieeck. Quite frequently these clerks serve in the absence of 
postmasters and as a regular part of their work they are required to 
assume duties and responsibilities equal to those of employees in 
first- and second-class offices who are paid at a rate provided by the 
act in salary levels PFS-4 through PFS-7. If the legislation now 
under consideration is enacted, without at the same time making other 
salary adjustments, the disparity between the wages of these skilled 
employees and mail handlers will become even greater. 

I suggest to the committee also that putting the position of mail 
handler in PFS level 4, the same level as clerks and carriers, without 
compensating adjustments in other positions, is going to make it 
difficult, if not impossible, to recruit clerks and carriers. Speaking 
for clerks, I know of no one who would be willing to assume the many 
financial and other responsibilities of a clerical position and study 
schemes on their own time without compensation, when they could be 
paid the same salary or a better salary in a position that requires no 
scheme knowledge nor the assumption of responsibilities. For these 
reasons I say again that the bills H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538 are all 
right as far as they go but they do not go far enough. 

In the interest of justice to all employees I believe that the sub- 
committee should consider the provisions of H.R. 511 by Mrs. Grana- 
han, or H.R. 569 by Congressman Miller, bills which will, in addi- 
tion to accomplishing the basic purposes of H.R. 3024 and ILR. 
7538, avoid the creation of additional inequities and at the same time 
eliminate many of the causes of discontent that now exist. I submit 
that unless such action is taken and the Postal Salary Act is com- 
pletely overhauled, the current situation in time will become pro- 
gressively worse. Any attempt to consider this subject piecemeal 
will only multiply the problems. I respectfully suggest that this 
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subcommittee amend the bills under consideration by striking out all 
after the enacting clause and inserting the provisions of H. R. 511, 
which will do equal justice to all employees. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Statements have been received from Federal union 
officials and will be inserted in the record at this point. 

(The statements referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE D. Ritey, AFL-CIO LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 


I wish to endorse the provisions of the two bills (H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538 
pending before the subcommittee and designed to recognize the courier employees 
in the mail-handler service of the postal field system. We concur in the approval 
of these bills by the Government Employees’ Council and support their position ag 
well as the position of the National Association of Post Office and Postal Trans- 
portation Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, Messengers, Group Leaders, Mail 
Equipment Handlers, and Machine Operators. 

It is to be realized that next year your committee undoubtedly will explore 
the administrative phases of Public Law 68 with a view to improving its provi- 
sions and to modernize it, in view of the fact of changing events in the postal 
field service and the impact of modernization which has been moving across 
the land in postal facilities for some months. 

I have examined the report by the Post Office Department and can only con- 
clude that the main purpose of this report is to set up as many obstacles as 
possible to discourage favorable action upon these bills. I particularly note no 
constructive remarks in the report which clearly betrays a desire to put the 
legislation in a nonfavorable light, even to the extent of assuming that the 
5-week temporary holiday employees brought in from the streets at Christmastide 
are to be given the benefits of this legislation. 

I cannot believe it is the purpose of the sponsors of these bills to create an 
apparent $10 million cost item by including 311,000 temporary personnel whereas 
the desire is to provide recognition for the 17,000 regulars and temporaries in 
the service affected. 

I also note that the Bureau of the Budget inferentially concurred in summation 
of the report indicating that it had read its provisions and had knowledge of 
the validity of the statements contained in the report. If this be true, the Post 
Office Department and the Bureau of the Budget should know there are no 
mail handlers pushing wheelbarrows such as is described as a function of a 
material handler set forth in the report. 

It is to be noted also that there is an underscored statement in the report 
which makes a point of the fact that ‘“longshoremen who load and unload ships 
are excluded” in considering the wages for comparable work to that of mail 
handler. The Department has consistently avoided considering the duties of 
longshoremen which fact, I think, is unfair to the purposes of the legislation. 

The Post Office Department says that this legislation would “adversely affect 
employee morale.” It fails to take cognizance of the damaged morale of those 
who are doing their jobs yet are not being paid competitively for such service. 
This is the real “adversely affected morale” which needs consideration. 

There was a time just a few vears ago when the Department wished to com- 
pare the duties of clerks with those of teachers and the duties of carriers with 
those of firefighters when its resistance to pay legislation at that time fell for 
want of more logical comparisons. That type of resistance ceased. It is apparent 
therefore that whenever the appointing power wishes to obstruct legislation it 
shows great resourcefulness in finding excuses. 

However, memory is not so short that we have forgotten that when executive 
pay bills go through they really go through and only by resourcefulness of at- 
taching retirement bills on as riders do we see a rare coordination which gains 
the same respect and dispatch for those down the line as for those far above. 

It also is well to realize that the productivity feature which is characteristic 
of the performance of those in the lower and middle levels is all too often con- 
veniently ignored. I hope this factor will be taken into consideration in passing 
upon the merits of the proposed legislation. 

There are those who say that revision should not be done piecemeal and then 
we hear others say it is a big job to do it as a package deal, so the question is 
just when do we get around to doing the needful now that we have this Public 
Law 68. 
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QfATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DirEcTOR, GOVERNMENT EM- 
PLOYES’ COUNCIL 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Thomas Gordon 
Walters, operations director of the Government Employees’ Council. In the 
counsel we have 24 member unions whose membership, in whole or in part, are 
Federal and postal employees. yt 

During the 85th Congress and again during the 86th Congress, the legislative - 
cmmittee of the Government Employes’ Council and the Government Em- 
ployes’ Council in regular meeting, endorsed the principle and intent of H.R. 
924 and H.R. 7538, and we are delighted to have the opportunity and privilege 
of appearing before this committee and endorsing the intent of this legislation. 


ion 


38 

ye We trust that during these hearings the members of the subcommittee will be 

val convinced that this is meritorious legislation and will so recommend to the full 

as committee. 

lis- Again thanking you for the opportunity of appearing before this committee 

‘ail on behalf of this legislation. 

- STATEMENT OF JEROME J. KEATING, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 

tal LETTER CARRIERS 

13S Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Jerome J. Keating. 
[am vice president of the National Association of Letter Carriers. Represent- 

m- ing the National Association of Letter Carriers, we are heartily in accord with 

as the legislation before you today that would result in pay increases for em- 

no yloyees in the mail handling service of the Post Office Department. Certainly 

the pay in level 8 of the postal field service schedule, starting at $3,670 and 

re reaching $4,450 in the seventh step, is not adequate for even a modest living 

de under present economic conditions. 

The Heller committee for research and social economics at the University of 
in California determined that a modest budget for a family of a working neu the 
as San Francisco Bay area was $6,086.88. The salaries received by employees in 
In level 3 are substantially below this amount. 

We feel that there are many wenknesses in the present postal field service 
mn schedule. The principal weakness is the concentration of employees in two 
ot or three levels. The distribution of employees in that schedule shows that the 
st vast bulk of the employees are lumped in levels 3, 4, and 5. Over 75 percent 
a” of the employees are in these three levels and, if you consider the rural carriers 
‘ in that area—and substantially they are—you will find approximately S52 percent 

of the employees are in that area. 
rt it seems to us that these employees should be taken out of the postal field 
se service schedule and that the classification schedule, which is detailed and in- 
il volved, could very well be applied only to employees above level 5. For the 
Mt information of this committee, I am presenting the approximate percentage dis- 
tribution of employees in the 20 levels in the postal field service schedule of 
t Public Law 68, plus those in the rural carrier service and the fourth-class 
postmasters: 
. Level Percentage | Level Percentage 
; The postal field service schedule seems to operate to freeze the pay of the 
majority to an arbitrary percentage established for the minority. We do not be- 
lieve that this schedule, as it is presently constituted, makes for either good per- 
sonnel practices or good administrative procedures. Perhaps the best solution 
to this problem, as pointed out previously, would be to limit the postal field 
: service schedule to those in level 6 above and set up a new basis of estab- 
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lishing pay schedules for those now in the first five levels. The average postal 
pay for all employees is merely $4,770, which according to present standards jg 
an exceedingly low average. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL A. NAGLE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL POSTAL TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul A. Nagle. I am president of the National 
Postal Transport Association, representing the postal transportation clerks of 
the U.S. Post Office Department. 

I am pleased to appear before you this morning to declare that H.R. 3024 
and H.R. 7538 are components in a group of bills which would remove ip- 
equities from Public Law 68. We believe that the perfect answer to the 
problems surrounding the enactment of Public Law 68 would be adoption of 
the comprehensive amendments to Public Law 68 incorporated in H.R. 511, 
H.R. 540, and H.R. 569. 

Each of the members of this distinguished subcommittee has evidenced a keen 
interest in removing from Pubiic Law 68 the inequities which plague postal 
employees. Thus, the two bills immediately before the subcommittee are spon- 
sored by the distinguished chairman, the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Lesinskj: 
and the distinguished lady from Pennsylvania, the Honorable Kathryn FE. Grana- 
han. These same two legislators are the sponsors of H.R. 511, and H.R. 60, 
which we believe would provide a solution to the overall difficulties now sur- 
rounding application of Public Law 68. 

Directing ourselves specifically to the legislation before this subcommittee, 
the unhappy experience of the National Postal Transport Association has been 
that the Post Office Department has applied Public Law 68 in such a way as 
to make more cumbersome rather than less awkward the application of the 
several salary seales. 

The present salary structure undeniably has encouraged attempts to downgrade 
dist: ibutors. 

Ev‘orts to downgrade postal clerks to mail-handler positions first began in 
1949 with the issuance of what was then called the “mail-handler order.” The 
instructions contained in that order were that all distribution not requiring 
specialized scheme knowledge should be performed by employees in what is now 
level 3. 

Although Public Law GS was described as a law to provide equal pay for 
equal work, we have found that the position classification system has been 
extremely rigid and that jobs have tended to be coucentrated either in level 4 
or lower levels. 

In postal transportation service terminals and in airport mail facilities 
we have clerks whose entire time is spent on distributing mail for which scheme 
knowledge is required in the disposition of every piece. Employees in such 
facilities who are not constantly so employed are occasionally employed on this 
type of distribution and are qualified in distribution skills to a greater degree 
than that existing anywhere else in the postal field service except in railway and 
highway post offices. 

There have been bills introduced to recognize the special skills of postal 
transportation employees in stationary installations, and the National Postal 
Transport Association has sought ardently to prevail upon the Post Office 
Department to overhaul its approach to Public Law 68 and to avail itself of 
authority under the law for proper grading of postal positions. 

The position of pouch rack dispatcher, which was created several years a£o, 
has never been properly implemented in airport mail facilities. 

More recently, the Post Office Department created the position of mail dis- 
patch expediter, and this position has not been properly applied in postal trans- 
portation service installations. 

In addition, the Post Office Department has clung stubbornly to the outmoded 
and unwarranted situation under which substitutes in railway and highway 
post offices are denied advancement to the top step of the level to which they 
are assigned. This is the only group of employees singled out for such dis- 
criminatory restriction. 

Section 204c of Public Law 68 provides for the payment of salary at the 
appropriate level of responsibility when acting in a higher level. This section 
has been handled most restrictively by the Post Office Department. Currently 
in the New York region we are trying to cope with a situation in which persons 
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chosen for supervisory advancement have been required to take 90-day details. 
This type of detail requires the candidates to perform service for 30 days at 
their lower pay level rather than at the level to which advanced. 

Because of the multitude of irregularities and inequities in Public Law 68, we 
hope that there will be a favorable determination by this subcommittee direct- 
ing that a full and complete modification of Public Law 68 be accomplished and 
that the inequities be removed. 

Mr. Chairman, as president of the National Postal Transport Association, I ex- 
tend to you my hearty thanks for the opportunity to appear before you and on 
behalf of our membership the sincere hope is expressed that an answer will be 
found to the injustices prevailing under the current Postal Classification Act. 


STATEMENT OF Ross A. MESSER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, NATIONAL ASSO- 
CIATION OF PosT OFFICE AND GENERAL SERVICES MAINTENANCE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Ross A. Messer 
and I am legislative representative for the National Association of Post Office 
and General Services Maintenance Employees, representing the custodial em- 
ployees of the postal field service and General Services Administration. 

The bills under consideration by your committee, H.R. 3024 and H.R. 7538, 
are identical and would amend Public Law 68 of the 84th Congress, with respect 
to the salaries of mail handlers in the postal field service. These bills are fine 
as far as they go, but in our judgment they do not go far enough. They would 
correct, or partially correct, only one of the many inequities in the Postal Field 
Classification Act and would, in all probability, create even further inequities. 

It is our belief that piecemeal legislation in amending the key positions in Pub- 
lic Law 68 will not remedy the general situation, although relief might be given 
to certain individual groups as is the case in the proposals before you today. 

We are of the opinion tht the entire classification system in the postal field 
service is badly in need of complete overhauling and revision. We do not desire 
to take away from the merits of the proposals before you. However, we would 
like to point out a few other items which, in our opinion, need revising. It is 
our belief that salary level 1 should be abolished and the employees in level 1 
assigned to level 2. The type of work of the employees in level 1 and level 2 
are in practically all instances identical. The civil-service examination require- 
ments for appointment to level 1 and level 2 are the same. In other words, an 
employee may be appointed from the same examination to level 1 or level 2, 
the work standards being practically identical. 

In our opinion, the elevator operators in the postal service, level 2, have a 
far greater responsibility than other employees assigned to level 2 and should 
be placed in level 3. 

The skilled trades in most instances are assigned to level 5. In order to 
qualify for a level 5, skilled trades position, an employee must have served 
apprenticeship or other acceptable training for a period of not less than 4 years. 
An employee who has qualified as a 4-year apprenticeship, or other recognized 
training, upon entering the postal service must enter at step 1 of level 5 and 
service for 6 years before reaching step 7 which is the top of his grade, while 
any other employee entering step 1 of their respective level, with no previous 
training, is trained on the job. In the same 6-year period, such employee may 
advance to the top step of his salary level. It is our belief that the skilled 
mechanics in the postal field service should be in salary level 6 and after 1 year 
of service automatically promoted to the top step of the level. 

Key position 28, building superintendent, level 10, is completely out of bal- 
ance and needs amending to properly reflect the duties and responsibilities of 
the position. The position, as presently written, should be in level 11 or 12 
instead of level 10. If the key position is to remain in level 10, it should be 
revised, so that it will properly reflect the duties and responsibilities of a 
position in level 10 and not level 11 or 12. 

Section 204 should be modified to requirement for work in the higher level 
after a shorter period of time, without the requirement of a new qualifying 
period each year. 

Section 304 provides that in the upward reclassification of a position, the per- 
sonnel action is handled as a reclassification and in most instances, the employee 
receives a very small adjustment in pay. It is our opinion that any reclassi- 
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fication should be treated as a promotion and the employee entitled to full pro- 
motional benefits. 

Section 603 which provides compensatory time or holiday pay, has always 
been a questionable section. The wording of the section and the regulations 
issued by the Post Office Department allow the postmaster to decide which em. 
ployee will be paid for holiday work and which employee will be granted com. 
pensatory time. In most instances where holiday pay is approved, it is given to 
the clerks and mail handlers, but the custodial employees are required to take 
compensatory time. A few cases of this nature have been appealed to the De 
partment. However, the Department and the region have always ruled that it ig 
the postmaster’s prerogative to decide who will be paid holiday pay and who 
will be granted compensatory time. 

To the best of our knowledge, neither the region nor the Department has ever 
reversed the postmaster’s decision on holiday pay or compensatory time. 

Mr. Chairman, there are probably many other inequities in Public Law 68, 
However, we do not wish to distract from the merits of the proposals before 
you. It is our belief, however, that we must, while supporting the proposals 
before you, point out other inequities in the law, so that your committee will 
be fully cognizant of the needs for a complete revision of Public Law 68. 

I wish to thank you and the members of your committee for this opportunity 
to present our views. 


STATEMENT OF EvereTT G. GrBsONn, LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL FEDERATION 
OF Post OFFICE MoTOR VEHICLE EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Everett G. 
Gibson and I am the legislative director of the National Federation of Post Office 
Motor Vehicle Employees. 

Speaking in behalf of our organization, I would like to endorse H.R. 3024 
and H.R. 7538, which are identical and would allow the mail handlers of the 
postal field service in one level higher than they are now receiving. We would 
also recommend that further study be given by this committee in the inequities 
in Public Law 68 of all personnel within the postal field service. 

We have garagemen within the motor vehicle service who are in level 3 as 
are many of ourclerks. It is our honest opinion that, due to their responsibilities, 
that they should be given consideration in the proposed legislation. We also 
feel that when an employee performs the duty of a higher classification, that they 
should immediately receive the higher pay instead of having to perform these 
duties for 30 days before receiving the higher salary. 

I want to thank the chairman and the committee members for allowing me to 
appear before you on this important legislation and I sincerely hope that further 
consideration be given to all the inequities in Public Law 68. 


Mr. Lestnskt. The subcommittee will now adjourn, subject to the 
call of the Chair. 
(Thereupon, at 10:50 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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